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INTRODUCTION

During FY 1973-74, U.S. Army Natick Laboratories (NLABS) is conducting an
investigation of Air Force Food Service Under Task 03, Project Number 1J662713AJ45,
Analysis and Design of Military Feeding Systems, and Task 03, Project Number
1J662713A034, Military Food Service and Subsistence Technology.

The basic premise of the project is that food service must be oriented toward and
responsive to the consumer. The objectives, stated very simply, are to improve existing
system performance, increase its effectiveness, and identify possible cost reductions.

The general approach is as follows:
1. Perform initial system studies

a. system evaluation
b. consumer research
c. environmental analysis

2. Define improvements to the system and experimentally evaluate each
3. Recommend system improvements to the Air Force.

Travis Air Force Base was selected as the principle study site, having been determined
to best represent characteristics of Military Airlift Command (MAC) Air Force Food Service
operations.

The system evaluation is intended to define and characterize the current system in
terms of concept, configuration and operations; and to establish the objectives,
requirements, and constraints under which the system operates. Data are being collected
and analyzed on the various elements of the total system, e.g., facilities, equipmeht,
personnel, operations, consumers and products. Performance and effectiveness are being
assessed to identify existing deficiencies and inefficiencies in the system, to determine
possible alternative improvements, and to derive their impact in terms of cost and benefits.




The initial consumer research has two principle components, a Consumer’s Opinions
of Food Service Systems Survey and Food Preference Survey. The latter establishes food
preference patterns and determines the monthly frequency with which the consumers want
the foods offered. This information then becomes the basis for improved menu
developments to increase acceptance of the system. The Food Preference Survey of Air
Force bases are analyzed in Meiselman, et al., 1973. The Consumer’s Opinions Survey
indentifies factors which determine and/or influence customer utilization and acceptance
of the food service facilities, the topic of the present repori. Both surveys have also
been administered at Minot AFB and Homestead AFB. These data will enable a
comparative analysis to be performed determining variations in consumer opinion as a
function of demographic characteristics, locations, missions, size, and so forth; thereby
establishing the limits of application of the Travis AFB results to other air force installation,

The environmental analysis is examining the dining facility environment to define
the necessary improvements for increasing consumer satisfaction, with minimum change
and cost.

Subsequent to the completion of these initial efforts, the resulting proposed changes
will be implemented, insofar as practicable, at Travis AFB for experimental evaluation,
Limited analyses and evaluations will also be performed at two other Air Force
installations--Minot AFB, North Dakota, and Homestead AFB, Florida--during the course
of the system analysis project for the purpose of verifying the findings and conclusions
and assessing their potential for application to the whole Air Force.

The final phase consists of recommending changes to the Air Force to improve
performance, increase effectiveness, and reduce cost of base food service operations. A
plan for their implementation will also be provided.

The present report, then, is one element of the total systems analysis, the element
which basically determines who our population is and what probiem areas exist in the

present food service system.




METHOD

A copy of the Consumer’s Opinions Survey is contained in Appendix |. This
questionnaire was developed by the Pioneering Research Laboratory on the basis of previous
responses to military food service system surveys and on the basis of informal interviews
with Air Force consumers. This format was used to permit automated scoring by mark
sense techniques.

- The survey was administered at Travis AFB between 5—14 December 1972 and 8—9
January 1973 to groups ranging in size from 5—111 respondents. The respondents were
seated at tables in a large, well-lighted room and were told the background of the study
by one of the 2-5 supervisors present. Each respondent was asked to complete two
surveys-the Consumer’s Opinions Survey, which took about 40 minutes, and a Food
Preference Survey, which took about 60 minutes.

Because valid probability samples were not feasible (refer to Appendix I}, each
organizational unit was requested to send approximately 10% of its enlisted strength to
one of the 17 testing sessions, yielding a total requested sample size of approximately
850. Due to transfers, leaves, temporary duty, flights, and other such factors, 698 surveys
were administered. Eight were discarded because the forms were incorrectly filled out.

The 690 respondents are treated as two sample groups, one containing 289
subsistence-in-kind (SIK) personnel and the other including 401 personnel receiving a
basic-allowance-for-subsistence (BAS). Any discrepancies from these numbers in particular
tables reflect those respondents who left the specific item unanswered.

Appendix i contains Tables 41 to 50, which present detailed descriptive information
on the demographic background characteristics of the samples. The background profile
of the ‘“typical” SIK and BAS respondent was:

SIK BAS
Sex: Male Male
Race: Caucasian Caucasian
Age: - 20.4 years 27.3 years




SIK BAS

Educational Level: High School Graduate High School Graduate

Time in Service: 1 1/4 years 7 1/2 years
Reenlistment Plans Probably will not Undecided to probably
will not

Reaction to Military Service Neutral to disliking a Neutral to liking a little
little

Pay Grade: , Nearly E-3 Nearly E-5

Urban/Rural Background From a moderate sized From a moderate size
city city

Home State: California California

In generai the BAS sample is older than the SIK sample, has been in the service
longer, has more members desiring to reenlist, generally has a more favorable attitude
toward the military, has a higher pay grade, and is from a smaller community than his
SIK counterpart. The information on both samples will be presented, but because the
primary concern is for the SIK group, the results focus on the opinions of this group.




RESULTS

Meal Patterns. Table 1 presents the meal patterns of the Travis AFB samples,
demonstrating clearly that the traditional assumption of 3 meals per day, 21 meals per
week as the maximum attendance rate is not valid for the military. Table 1 indicates
that 20%—25% of the SIK’s stopped eating breakfast after joining the military, 10% no
longer ate the evening meal, and 10%—15% stopped after-evening meals. Notice that less
than half of the groups currently eat breakfast at all.

On the basis of current meal patterns and the percent obtaining meals from the dining
facilities, the greatest increase in attendance of the SIK's can be achieved at the evening
meal, less at the noon meal, and a minimal increase at breakfast. Excluding private
residences, the category of diners, snack bars, pizza parlors (all off the installation), and
the category of installation snack facilities like the bowling alley and BX snack bars are
the major competitors for SIK patronage. For the BAS group, increased noon meal
attendance can also be realized; while the dining facilities’ competition is now the same
type of short order facilities as for the SIK's.

Tables 2, 3, and 4 present the meal patterns of the samples in terms of the number
of meals per individual rather than the percent eating the meal. In Table 2 notice that
both samples indicated a mean of 19 meals per week before entering the military, but
the SIK's (remembering to October 1971, on the average) indicated a much more variable
pattern, with nearly as many saying that they ate 4 meals a day as 2 meals a day. The
BAS’s on the other hand {remembering to June 1965, on the average) indicated a pattern
more consistent with the traditional assumption of 2% meals per week. The young man
of the 1970's appears to have different consumption patterns than the young man of
the mid 1960's.

Preferred Foods. Table 5 provides information concerning the type of food on which
the respondents were raised (approximately half on general American style and nearly
a fourth on Soul and Southern) and the kinds of ethnic or specialty foods that are desired.
For both samples, the three most preferred types of specialty foods (excluding general
American) are Mexican, ltalian, and Seafood, which is the same as obtained from the
Army in 1971 (Kiess, et a/., 1972). Much more detailed food preference information
will be forthcoming in a report by Meiselman, et a/,, 1973.




Table 1
Meal Patterns Before Entering Military
Mon Tues Wed Thur Fri Sat Sun

Breakfast: SIK 65% 62% 63% 62% 63% 65% 66%
BAS 66% 67% 67% 66% 67% 69% 69%

Mid-Day: SIK 84% 82% 85% 83% 84% 80% 80%
BAS 83% 83% 84% 83% 83% 83% 83%

Evening: - 8iK 86% 87%  87% 88% 87% 84% 85%
: BAS 96% 95% 95% 95% 94% 92% 91%

After-Evening: - SIK 41% 40% 41% 41% 46% 48% 45%
BAS 22% 22% 22% 23% 23% 32% 31%

Current Meal Patterns
Mon Tues Wed Thur Fri Sat Sun

Breakfast: - SIK 42% 42% 43%  41%  43% 32% 31%
BAS 44% 42% 42% 42% 42% 51% 51%

Mid-Day: SIK 81% 80% 81% 81% 83% 75% 76%
BAS 68% 68% 87% 69% 70% 69% 69%

Evening: SIK 71% 71% 70% 70% 70% 62% = 60%
BAS 86% 85% 85% 86% 86% 84% 82%

After-Evening: SIK 28% 27% 31% 27% 32% 37% 36%
BAS 27% 27% 29% 27% 27% 35% 33%

Meals Obtained for Dining Facilities

Mon Tues Wed Thur Fri Sat Sun
Breakfast: SIK 38% 38% 40% 37% 38% 23% 21%
BAS 14% 14% 14% 13% 12% 6% 8%
Mid-Day: SiIK 73% 74% 73% 71% 72% 55% - b6%
BAS 20% 20% 20% 22% 19% 13% 12%
Evening: SIK 59% 58% 59% 61% 56% 40% 37%
BAS 13% 14% 13% 12% 1% 8% 10%
After-Evening: SIK 15% 17% 19% 17% 17% 20% 20%
BAS 4% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 4%

Note: Numbers in the cells indicated the percent usually eating the meal.
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Table 2 . o
Number of Meals per Week Consumed Before Entering Military

40% |
8 SIK:n, = 289; mean = 19 meals/week 3
o= - = 19 meals/week
20% J BAS:n = 401; mean 25%
20 oax BN
= 17% B
10% | - §
6% 6% §
0 2ty 3%2% [ SH Y
Under 7 7 8-13 156-20 21
*: Less than %% Number of Meals
Table 3
Number of Meals per Week Consumed Currently
3% 2% 27%
2% 5106 22% [ S1K:n = 289; 15 meals/week

«

@BAS:n = 401: 16 meals/week

15% 16
10% | '
0 - N .
14  15-20 21 22-27 28
Number of Meals
Table 4
Number of Meals per Week Consumed in Dining Facilities
80% J
? B SIKin = 289; mean = 12 meals/week
L’ BAS:n = 401; mean = 03 meals/week
30%
20% «
13%
10% J
% %1% 2% 9
0 LD

Under 7 7 813 14 15-20 21 22-27 28
Number of Meals
*:  Less than %%

Note: The category of “Under 7 meals per week” includes 5% of RIK’s and 55%
of BAS’s who indicated 0 meals per week.
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TYPE OF COOKING INDIVI-
DUALS WERE RAISED ON

#*e

a.

SIK
44%
18%
7%
5%
4%
3%

2%

10%

Less than

BAS
55%
13%
1%

5%
2%
1%
2%

1%
2%

1%
2%*
%*
0%
a,

3%

%2%.

Table 5

Preferred Foods

- Cuisine
General American
Soul
Southern
Mexican
English
Italian
Polish (& Eastern Europe)
French
German
New England
Spanish {not Mexican)
Chinese
Jewish
Greek
Japanese
Seafood-

Other

Not listed as response alternative.

DESIRED TYPE OF COOKING

ONE SPECIALTY FOOD

SIK
17%
9%
6%
13%
3%
13%
2%
4%
3%
2%
2%
9%
1%
1%
2%
12%

3%

BAS
21%
7%
9%
13%
3%
13%
1%
2%
4%

2%
9%
%
%%*
4%
1%

1%




Evaulation and Importance of Fourteen Food Service Factors. Table 6 presents
information related to the question of what factors are involved in the non-utilization
of the dining facilities. The 14 factors are listed in decreasing magnitude according to
the mean scores of the SIK sample.

Notice that food related problems {(quality, variety, and quantity in that order) are
more significant! factors in the non-utilization of the dining facilities by Travis AFB
consumers than are facilities or management problems. The hours of operation and the
monotony of the same facility are nevertheless important factors in hon-utilization,
followed by the service of the personnel, the general environment, and a military
atmosphere; whereas expense contributes only minimally to non-utilization.

It was expected that the inconvenience of the locations of the dining facilities would
be a more i§nportant factor in non-utilization. Perhaps a man does not yearn for what
he has not experienced. Also the relative unimportance of the existing speed of service
in relation to utilization representé a considerable departure from the Army consumer
(Kiess, et al., 1972; Branch and Meiselman, 1972). However, you will notice on the
next table that speed of service is nevertheless a slight problem.

The consumers were also asked to rate whether each of the 14 factors was a major
attraction, a minor attraction, neutral, a minor problem, or a major problem. The alternate
format was used because querying the consumers about the degree to which each of the
factors influences non-attendance does not allow the consumer to compliment the food
service system {"not related to nonattendance” is hardly the highest accolade}, and because
some of the factors might be viewed as "‘problems’” of the food service system but not
serious enough to influence utilization. Table 7 presents the consumers evaluations; the
14 factors are listed in the same order as Table 6. Notice that only one factor {expense)
has a mean rating above the neutral point; the rest are viewed as problems of varying
degress. Food related factors again occupy the lead positions.

We are concerned at this point however that this and all the following information
might be dismissed by some on the assumption that only those who dislike military service
complain about the food and if food service were improved they would find something
else to complain about. This assumption was specifically addressed by examining

! A note concerning statistical significance in the context of this report is in order at
this point; please refer to Appendix L.
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Table 6
Importance of Fourteen Food Service Factors on Attendance

Not related to
1 Non-attendance

Minor Reason for

Major Reason for
3 Non-attendance

% Non-attendance

235
Quality of food

Variety of regufar meal
food-weekends

Variety of regular meal

food-weekdays 201
Hours of operations g 193
Vareity of short order food 1.92
Monotony of same %acility 1.90

Quantity of food

g :SIK
E] :BAS

Service by dining facility e s B
personnel WY
General dining facility B 1
environment 158
Degree of military atmosphere & 1.75
present
Convenience of location
Speed of Service
Desirable eating companions
. Expense
1 2 3

Minor Reason for
Non-attendance

Not related to
Non-attendance

10

Major Reason for
Non-attendance




Current Evaluation of Fourteen Food Service Factors

Quality of food

Variety of regular
food-weekends

Variety of regular
food -weekdays

Hours of operation
Variety of short order
food

Monotony of same
facility

Quantity of food
Service by dining facility
personnel

General dining facility
environment

Degree of military
atmosphere present

Convenience of location

Speed of service
Desirable eating companions

Expense 0.04
0.05

Table 7

%

0.69

0.7

0.74
0.55

0.57

0.31

0.64
0.48

0.53
0.43

0.51
0.60

0.18
0.04

§ 0.91

1.02

B sk
:BAS

p— |

g

Neutral

0

1

Minor Probiem

2
Major Problem

Note: The scale had equal units to the left or positive of neutral; it is truncated here,
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(Table 7.1) the correlations between how much the individual dislikes or likes military
service {see Table 47) and how much of a problem or attraction he views each of the .
14 factors, and the correlations between reenlistment plans (see Table 46} and each of
the 14 factors. Notice that most correlations are between 0.1 and 0.2 {range: 0.00
to 0.28), which means that approximately 1-4% of the reasons for complaining about
food service can be attributed to the man'’s general attitudes toward the service — not
a sizable amount.

The following discussion will expand on the consumers opinions for each of the 14
factors, detailing which aspects of each factor the consumers like and which he dislikes.

Part I: Quality of Food. Table 8 presents the consumers’ image of the raw food
products procured for dining hall consumption. Notice first that the mean scores of the
BAS sample are usually less critical than the SIK's; this pattern continues for nearly every
category. The consumer’s perceptions of the quality of the foods are generally favorable
{sometimes over-ripe fruits, sometimes under-ripe; but not often or always). The raw
meat products, however, are viewed as sometimes-to-often having excess fat;
more-than-sometimes having gristle or tendon. Other foods are sometimes perceived as
stale or old looking.

Table 9 presents the consumers’ image of the quality of the food preparation.
Underseasoning looms as a greater problem than overseasoning; greasy foods is the single
most serious problem; tough, undercooked, overcooked, dried out, cold food is found
sometimes-to-often. '

Part 1l: Variety of Weekend Food, Table 10 indicates that the consumers are most
concerned with meat offerings, desiring at least a few more offerings on weekends. It
appears that the current military food service systems are evaluated by the consumers
primarily on the basis of meat items. None of the food types even approach the “choices
now enough'’ or the ‘‘fewer choices acceptable’” categories, indicating that more variety
across the board is desired. The SIK sample and the BAS sample have approximately
the same opinions concerning weekend variety (with the BAS sample following the
previously noted trend of being less critical). However, Table 6 indicated that the BAS's
attendance was considerably less influenced by weekend variety than the SIK sample. It
appears that the BAS sample recognizes the problem as does the SIK sample, but the
problem does not influence the attendance of the BAS group because they eat elsewhere
on weekends when not on duty.

Part 111: Variety of Weekday Food. Table 11 exhibits a remarkably similar pattern
for weekday food as for weekend food. This similarity probably indicates that weekend
food does not reflect a decrease in the services offered as is sometimes the case in military
food service systems. This information, when coupled with the attendance information
of Table 1, indicates that the typical weekend attendance dip is not so much a function
of poor service as for other reasons.
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Table 7.1

Correlation Between Attitudes Toward Air Force and the
Fourteen Food Service Factors

Concern with Quality of
Food

Concern with Variety of
Regular Meal Food-Weekends

Concern with Variety of
Regular Mea! Food-Weekdays

Con(;ern with Hours of
Operation

Concemn with Variety of
Short Order Food

Concern with Monotony of
Same Facility

Concern with Quantity of
Food

Concern with Service by
Dining Facility Personnel

Concern with General Dining
Facility Environment

Concern with Degree of
Military Atmosphere Present

7
Concern with Convenience of
Location

Concern with Speed of Service

Concern with Desirable
- Eating Companions

Concern with Expense

Dislike/ Like
of Air Force

0.16

0.22

0.24

0.16

0.1

0.14

0.06

0.12

0.16

0.26

0.18

0.18

0.06

0.06

13

SIK

Desire to

Reenlist

0.13

0.22

0.19

0.06

0.08

0.12

0.02

0.14

0.17

0.22

0.10

0.16

0.02

0.02

Dislike/Like

of Air Force

0.26

0.27

0.28

0.19

0.256

0.23

0.19

0.18

0.156

0.26

0.04

0.22

0.15

0.17

BAS

Desire to

Reenlist

0.16

0.16

0.14

0.13

0.12

0.15

0.1

0.09

0.01

0.15

0.09

0.1
0.00

0.06




Table 8

Quality of Raw Food Product

Excess fat

Old looking

Gristle or
tendon

Stale

Stringy

Damaged or
bruised: {e.g.
fruits or veg)

Qver-ripe
fruit

Off-flavor or
odor

Under-ripe
fruit

Spoiled B :SiK

:BAS

Sour (e.g.
milk)

Never Sometimes Often Always
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Table 9

Quality of Food Preparation

Greasy 2.59
2.43
Tasteless or | e 2.52
bland ' v/ 7/ 2.39
Tough 2.46
4 2.34
Undercooi<ed 2.31
2.14
Dried out 2.27
2.17
Cold 2.26
2.20
Overcooked 214
2.12
Burned
Raw ] e
Y IR R E
Too spicy 1.83
/ 1.70
Too salty , e 1.63
Va1 eo B sik
N 4 :BAS
Still frozen e s 0 143
Vg 142
1 2 3 4
Never Sometimes  Often Always

16




Table 10

Consumer’s Opinions of the VARIETY of WEEKEND Food
Type of Food

Meats 3.156
29
Desserts B 202
2.63
Vegetables - 283
2.62
Starches 2.73
W
i <50 B sk
7} :BAS
Beverages | 2.66
250
1 2 3 4
We need: Fewer choices Choices A few more Many more
acceptable now enough choices choices

Table 11
) Consumers’ Opinions of the VARIETY of WEEKDAY Food
Type of Food

Meats | 3.08
2.99
Desserts 2.94
2.68
Vegetables 2.73
2.1
Starches i 263
2.65
Salads . a e ) 264
A 262 B ik
Beverages I 252 B
1 2 4
We need:” Fewer choices Choices A few more Many more
acceptable ° now enough  choices choices
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Table 12 presents the consumers’ opinions of the variety over an extended period,
not just the variety for a particular meal. |t is evident that the. variety over a cycle
is @ more serious problem than the variety of a particular meal as evidence by the higher
mean values. However, the exact same pattern across food types exists again: meats,
desserts, vegetables, starches, salads, and beverages, in that order.

Part IV: Hours of Operation. The data presented in Table 13 indicates a curious
pattern; most of the dissatisfaction with the hours reflects a minority opinion ({albeit,
a fairly large minority opinion) desiring very much extended hours, and principally an
extension to a later closing time. Even adjusting the hours by 30 minutes each way
to exceed the mean response will not satisfy the largest dissatisfied groups, who want
the facilities bpen an hour or more earlier or later.

Part V: Variety of Short Order Food. As indicated in Table 14, the consumers
are in general agreement that at least a few more choices are desirable for the short order
service during the week, on weekends, and over the period of a menu cycle. It should
again be emphasized at this point that the food service system plénners have a difficult
task in interpreting this information. For example, the consumers definitely want more
choices of short order foods (Table 14) than of weekday foods (Table 11), but nevertheless
it appears that a lesser increase of weekday variety can vyield greater attendance than a
greater increase in short order variety {Table 6). This picture is complicated, however,
if the concept is accepted that meat items represent a lead indicator of the quality of
a military food service system. In this latter case, the consumers desire approximately
the same increase in variety of both weekday meats and short order foods, so the same
amount of increase in variety would then result in differing increments in attendence.

Part VI: Monotony of the Same Facility. Although this factor does influence
attendance to a considerable degree, no further information was asked of the respondents
because this would have required too great an addition to the survey length.

Part ViI: Quantity of Food. Table 15 indicates that a large percentage {over hai'f)

of customers at least sometimes leave the dining facilities without enough to eat. Table 16
provides more specific information on portion sizes of menu components. For both sample
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Table 12

Consumers’ Opinions of the VARIETY of Food Over a Period of a MONTH
Type of Food

Moats ” 223
LIz 3.0s
Desserts . N
LTy 233
2.81
Vegetables ’
] WA 277
Starches 274
2.64
Salads - 274
2.69
SIK
BAS
273
Beverages /, 254
1 2 3 4
We need: Fewer choices Choices A few more Many more
acceptable now enough choices choices
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Tahle 13

Consumers’ Opinions of the HOURS OF OPERATION

Weekdays: Monday to Friday

Breakfast

SIK BAS
From:
1 hr or more earlier 14% 19%
30 min earlier 6% 12%
15 min earlier 3% 1%
Sufficient as it is 7% 69%
MEAN IN MINUTES: 11 16
To:
1 hr or more later 31% 28%
30 min later 9% 10%
15 min later 2% 2%
Sufficient as it is 57% 61%
MEAN IN MINUTES: 22 20

Weekends: Saturday and Sunday

Breakfast

) SIK BAS
From:
1 hr or more earlier 18% 19%
30 min earlier 5% 6%
15 min earlier 1% 2%
Sufficient as it is 75% 73%
MEAN IN MINUTES: 13 13
To:
1 hr or more later 35% 29%
30 min later 5% 7%
15 min later 1% 2%
Sufficient as it is 59% 62%
MEAN IN MINUTES: 23 20

19

Mid-Day Meal
SIK BAS
12% 14%
9% 15%
3% 3%
76% 68%
10 13
21% 24%
18% 13%
1% 3%
60% 60%
18 19
Mid-Day Meal
SIK BAS
15% 14%
10% 10%
1% 2%
74% 74%
12 12
30% 24%
1% 9%
1% 3%
58% 64%
21 17

Evening Meal
SIK BAS
15% 16%
7% 9%
4% 2%
73% 72%
12 13
36% 28%
15% 10%
2% 4%
47% 58%
27 21
Evening Meal
SIK BAS
21% 17%
8% 7%
4% 3%
67% 73%
16 13
40% 28%
8% 8%
2% 3%
51% 61%
26 19




Table 14

Consumers’ Opinions of the VARIETY of SHORT ORDER FOODS

Time Period

Weekdays

Weekends

Menu Cycle

We need:

4 3.1
2.98

3.12
294 j :siK
:BAS
3.11
LUz I 3.01
2 ] 4
1 2 3 4
Fewer choices Choices A few more Many more
acceptable now enough choices choices
Table 15

Consumers Responses to the Question: Other than times of dieting,
do vou ever leave your dining facility without enough to eat?

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

47%

SIK
[7
:BAS

Sometimes

2
Always
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Too Little

About Right

Too Much

Table 16

Consumers’ Opinions of Amounts per Servings

2 1
SIK's
b Meats: 2.53
BAS's
k Meats: 2.81
3 1
Vegetables: 3.64 Desserts: 3.69
Desserts: 3.72 Vegetables: 3.73
4 1
_ Starches: 4.43 Starches: 4.49
b
61
A
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groups, the portion size of meat items is viewed as insufficient and should therefore be
increased. Vegetables, desseris, and starches are first offered in portions which are viewed
as nearly "‘about right”. Table 17 supplements this information by identifying which
menu items have second helpings available. The problem of portion size does not usually
influence the food classes which the consumers serve themselves {salads, beverages, and
desserts) unless runouts occur. Of the foods which are served by others, however, both
groups again complain that meats (which are served in insufficient quantity to begin with)
are only sometimes available for second helpings. The short order items, starches, and
. vegetables are generally available for seconds according to the SIK group, but only
sometimes available according to the BAS group.

Part VIli: Service by Dining Facility Personnel, Table 18 presents the consumers’
image of the cooks’ abilities and the workers’ attitudes, all of which are viewed as somewhat
poor. Table 19 indicates how often the consumers are subjected to inferior personnel
practices (i.e., not putting out enough silverware and condiments; ordering too little food;
ordering too much food and hence serving leftovers}). The function of ordering correct
quantities is a more serious problem than the others. This data also indicates that runouts
are a problem with a frequency of sometimes-to-often, a factor which contributes to the
problem of insufficient quantities presented in Part VII.

In addition to these problems, the consumers are also slightly opposed to the existing
system of bussing their own trays to the dishwashing area, as Table 20 indicates.

Part 1X: General Dining Facility Environment, This section is considerably more
detailed than the preceding sections because the concept of “environment’” has so many
dimensions. Furthermore, the tables presented in this section report the consumers’
opinions for each facility, in addition to the ration status of the respondents. In general
you will notice that the Hospital Cafeteria usually receives the most positive evaluation,
followed by the Ranch House {Bldg. No. 861, the self-help facility), then dining hall #1
{Bldg. No. 274, located near the barracks area}), and lastly by dining hall #7 (Bldg.
~ No. 1315, located near the North gate). : "
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SERVED BY OTHERS

Short Order items
Meat items
Starches
Vegetables

SELF-SERVICE

Salads
Beverages
Desserts

Table 17

Are Second Helpings Permtitted?

Never Sometimes
SIK BAS SIK BAS
2% 6% 23% 49%
13% 15% 58% 64%
2% 5% 23% 44%
1% 4% 19% 43%
2% 3% 10% 24%
1% 4% 7% 16%
1% 4% 1% 26%

23

Always
SIK BAS
75% 44%
29% 21%
75% 51%
80% 53%
89% 73%
92% 80%
87% 70%




Table 18
Dining Facility Personnel
Ability of cooks: SIK: 2.85

Attitudes of workers: SIK: 3.04

. Attitudes of workers: BAS: 3.16

Ability of cooks: BAS: 3,21

A 1 |

A

1 2
Very Poor

How often do you find:.

Inappropriate or missing
silverware

Not enough condiments
(ketchup, etc.)

Left-overs being served
_ day after day

Serving line has run out
of items

3 4 5
Average

Table 19

Food Service Personnel Functions

Never Sometimes Often

24

4
Always

7
Excellent

MEAN




Table 20

Opinions Concerning Self Bussing

40% T
@ : SIK:n = 286; mean = 3,56
VA : BAS:n = 395; mean = 3.62
31%
30% 4 '
20% L
14%
10% <+
0 .
1 5
Very Mildly Neutral Mildly Very
Acceptable  Acceptable Unacceptable  Unacceptable
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Table 21 presents the consumer evaluation of various facility-personnel factors (i.e.
do the personnel keep the serving counters clean or dirty) for each dining facility. Although
the survey questionnaires required the consumers to respond on a scale marked 1 to 5
with the items balanced (the positive descriptor on the left half the time and on the
right half the time), the table format has the positive dimension always on the left and
the scale marked from +2 to —2, as indicated by the schemata. Therefore, a value of
—0.4 for example indicates that the mean score for the specific group in the specific
facility was nearly half way between neutral and moderately negative. In Table 21 notice
that the evaluations across consumer types and across facilities are not markedly discrepant,
generally hovering from neutral to slightly positive. The silverware could be cleaner, and
more attention could be paid to the tables and chairs in facility #7. This information
should be integrated with the date pertaining to the service of dining facility personnel.

Table 2.2'presents the consumer view of the general condition of each facility. Insects
(supplemental information indicates flys in particular) and rodents are reported as a
problem by the SIK’s. Noise is a problem for both groups, as is the view from the
facilities, The consumers are not critical of safety hazards. It is also interesting to note
that the self-help facility (Bldg. #861) consumers rated the interior appearance of their
facility much better than the consumers of the other comparable facilities, but nevertheless
the rating only reached slightly better than neutral,

Table 23 presents the consumer view of the convenience features of the dining
facilities, indicating that the facilities are generally convenient to enter and leave, but
too far from washroom facilities.

Table 24 summarizes the consumer opinion of the appearance and atmosphere of
the facilities. The facilities are viewed as more dreary than cheerful; #7 is particularly
drab and crowded. Crowding is also a problem in the hospital cafeteria.

Table 25 provides information about the environmental/engineering factors of the
facilities, demonstrating that the consumers viewed #1 and #7 to a lesser extent as
sometimes too cold {bear in mind however that the testing was accomplished in December
and January), and all were sometimes too stuffy.
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Table 21

Facility-Personnel Factors

Extremely Moderately Neutral Moderately Extremely
CLEAN +2 +1 ~1 -2 DIRTY
Dining Facilities
#1 #3* #7 Hospital
SIK BAS . SIK BAS SIK BAS SIK BAS
Clean kitchen Dirty kitchen
area 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.1 0.3 0.5 0.6 area
Clean serving Dirty serving
counters 04 0.2 0.4 05 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.4 counters
Clean dispensing Dirty dispens-
devices 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.6 ing devices
Clean silverware ' Dirty silver-
0.0 0.1 03 00 -03 -0.1 0.1 0.1 ware
Clean trays 04 0.2 0.3 04 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 | Dirty trays
Clean dishes Dirty dishes
and glasses —-0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2 -0.1 0.0 0.3 0.5 and glasses
Clean floors 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.0 0.2 04 0.2 | Dirty floors
Clean tables Dirty tables
and chairs 0.1 0.1 04 0.2 -03 -0.1 02 -02 and chairs
MEAN: 0.2 0.1 0.3 03 0.0 0.1 0.3 0.3
NUMBER PER CELL?2:| &8 178 86 96 109 75 11 32

*:  Ranch House

a: These represent the maximum numbers per cell for this and the following tables
in this format; the number of cases for any specific mean might be diminished by
the small percentage who inadvertantly left the item blank.
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Table 22

General Condition of Each Dining Facility

Extremely Moderately Neutral Moderately Extremely
POSITIVE +2 +1 0 -1 - NEGATIVE
Dining Facilities
#1 #3* #7 Hospital
SIK BAS SIK BAS . SIK BAS SIK BAS
Insect free 03 02 |-05 05 |[-03 04 | -09 05 | Insect
infested
Rodent free —-0.6 0.3 —-0.6 0.6 -0.5 0.7 -0.6 0.7 Rodent
infested
Brightly 03 0.2 04 04 0.3 0.4 03 0.5 Dimly
lighted lighted
Sunny -0.2 0.0 04 041 0.0 -0.1 -03 -06 Lacking in
‘ sunlight
Quiet -06 -04 -0.3 04 0.7 -06 -04 -—-07 Noisy
Uncrowded -03 -0.2 -02 -0.2 -05 -04 -04 -05 Crowded
Roomy -0.2 0.1 -0.1 -0.1 -056 -0.2 -0.2 -06 Cramped
Well designed -04 -05 0.1 0.0 -0.8 -05 -05 -05 Poorly
designed
Pleasant view -08 -06 -04 -04 -11 -038 -05 -09 Unpleasant
view
Low number of 0.3 0.2 04 04 0.2 0.1 04 04 High number
safety hazards safety
hazards
Pleasant exterior —0.5 -0.b -02 -04 —-08 -05 0.2 -02 Unpleasant
appearance exterior
appearance
Pleasant interior -06 -05 0.1 00 -08 -06 -0.1 -D1 Unpleasant
appearance interior
appearance
MEAN: -03 -0.1 -0.1 0.0 -05 -0.2 -02 -02

i *:  Ranch House

28




Table 23

Conveniences Within Dining Facilities

Extremely Moderately Neutral Moderately Extremely
POSITIVE +2 +1 0 . | —2 NEGATIVE
| .. Dining Facilities |
#1 #3* . #7 Hospital
SIK BAS .| SIK BAS SIK BAS SIK BAS

Convenient 06 02 06 02 01 05 08 02 Inconvenient
to enter Co to enter and
and leave leave
Close to -1.0 -0.7 —-06 -0.7 -1.1 -08 —-05 -0.6 Far from
washroom . washroom
Large space —-0.2 0.0 -05 -0.2 -04 -0.2 0.2 -07 Small space
between between
tables tables
Adequate -04 0.2 -0.2 -0.1 -04 -03 .02 -03 Inadequate
table size : table size

MEAN: 0.2 -0.2 -02 -0.2 =04 -0.2 0.2 -0.3

*: - Ranch House -
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Table 24
Appearance and Atmosphere of Dining Facilities

Extremely Moderately Neutral Moderately Extremely
POSITIVE +2 +1 0 -1 -2 NEGATIVE

Dining Facilities

#1 #3* #7 Hospital
SIK  BAS SIK BAS SIK BAS | SIK BAS

Colorful .| —10 07 -0.1 0.1 -1.1 =07 -05 -04 Drab
Cheerful -09 -06 —-0.3 -0.1 -09 086 -03 04 Dreary
Uncluttered -02 -0.1 0.1 0.0 -02 -0.2 -0.1 -0.3 Cluttered
Beautiful -08 -05 -04 -03 -1.0 -06 ~-0.2 -0.6 Ugly
Relaxed -03 -0.2 0.0 -041 04 -02 | 05 -02 Tense
Sociable ' —0.53 -0.3 0.1 0.0 -03 -01 04 0.1 } Unsociable
Uncrowded . -0.2 -041 00 -03 -06 -05 -0.1 -07 erwded

MEAN: -05 -04 -0.1 -0 -06 -04 -03 -04

*: Ranch House
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Is your Gihing'

facility ever:
Too cold
Too warm
Stuffy
Smoky

Full of steam
Full of

unpleasant
food orders

*:  Ranch House

Table 25

Environmental/Engineering Factors

Never Sometimes Often Always
1 2 3 4
Dining Facilities
#1 #3* #7 Hospital

SIK BAS | SIK BAS | SIK BAS | SIK BAS
24 19 | 18 18 20 19 16 18
16 1.7 17 1.8 16 1.9 1.6 1.7
19 18 18 19 20 20 15 1.7
15 16 15 1.7 1.7 1.7 15 16
15 1.4 14 15 18 1.7 12 14
19 18 18 18 1.9 19 1.4 16
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Table 26 provides the consumers’ opinions of the current tables. The consumers
point out the limited variety available in the facilities; and their cramped, drab, and ugly
features. Table 27 demonstrates, however, that four man square tables are not the problem
per se, as nearly 2/3 of these Air Force consumers choose this alternative. Another
interesting point relative to table preferences is the variability of the size preference
across facilities {(from 46% in the Hospital facility to 68% in the Ranch House), indicating
that no simple guidelines for table size can be promulgated; the people in different facilities
want different things.

The consumers preferences for .music in the dining facilities present an interesting
phenomenon. On a 5-point scale (1=very acceptable .. b=very unacceptable), those
currently without music desire it more than those with music (without: SIK mean is
1.6, BAS mean is 1.4; with music: SIK mean is 2.1, BAS mean is 1.9). The obverse
of this pheﬁbmenon was found in an Army sample on a different issue (Branch and
Meiselman, 1972, p. 24). The common interpretation of both these phenonmenon,
however, is that the consumers’ image of a feature may or may not be realized by the
actual product. If in fact the actual music system in use in some of the facilities does
not meet the consumers’ expectations, it might be that the type of music available does
not coincide with their preferences. Table 28 provides a listing of these preferences, with
a variety of popular, hard rock, and soul meeting the preferences of the greatest percentage
of the group. ' ' ;

Part X: Military Atmosphere. Table 29 clearly demonstrates that over 60% of both
the SIK group and the BAS group would like to have less military atmosphere in their
dining facilities. Table 30 supplements this information by indicating just which rules
they want enforced or instituted and which they do not. When asked whether the various
rules existed in their dining facilities or not, the only uniform agreement was that smoking
was permitted, cutting in line was not, and that calling "at ease” when an officer enters
is not required. For the other rules, however, there was considerable disagreement whether
the rule existed or not*, but nevertheless there was no disagreement over whether each
of the rules should be enforced or instituted-only a small <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>